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JOHN OF KARPATHOS AND THE FLORILEGIUM
ON THE HOLY COMMUNION*
THEODORA ANTONOPOULOU
Saint John of Karpathos (Karpathios),1 who lived in the sixth or more probably 
seventh century,2 is known as a result of his two works, the one hundred Παρα-
κλητικὰ κεφάλαια, addressed to the monks of India (= Centuria I) and the one 
hundred and seventeen Θεολογικὰ καὶ γνωστικὰ κεφάλαια (= Centuria II).3 The 
* This paper was presented at the 4th International Congress of Karpathian Folklore, Kar-
pathos 2013; see T. Antonopoulou, Ο Ιωάννης Καρπάθιος και η ανθολογία Περὶ ἁγίας
κοινωνήσεως, in: M. A. Alexiadis with the cooperation of P. K. Xanthakou (eds.),
Κάρπαθος και Λαογραφία. Δ´ Διεθνές Συνέδριο Καρπαθιακής Λαογραφίας (Κάρπαθος, 
8-12 Μαΐου 2013). Πρακτικά. Athens 2016, 193-206.
1 John of Karpathos was already considered a saint in the Byzantine era, probably since 
the eleventh century and certainly since the fourteenth century. This is proved by the 
manuscripts and the works that will be examined below, which appear to have no con-
nection to Karpathos and thus reflect no local tradition; see below, 140. Nevertheless, 
only in 1985 was his sainthood officially recognized by the Oecumenical Patriarchate 
of Constantinople; on this recognition, see M. A. Alexiadis, Έπαινος Μητροπολίτου 
Καρπάθου και Κάσου Αμβροσίου. Athens 2000, 12-22. 
2 On John, whose dating remains uncertain, see, e.g., H.-G. Beck, Kirche und theologische 
Literatur im byzantinischen Reich (Byzantinisches Handbuch, II/1). Munich 1959, 452, 
359, as well as 588, 644; A. Kazhdan et al. (eds.), The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, 
I-III. New York – Oxford 1991, esp. ΙΙ 1065, s.v. John of Karpathos (A. Kazhdan); and 
especially, D. Krausmüller, Dating John of Carpathus to the 6th Century. A textual par-
allel between his Capita hortatoria and the Pandectes of Antiochus of St. Sabas. Gouden 
Hoorn/Golden Horn 7 (1999) 10 pp. (with previous bibliography) at http://www.isidore-
of-seville.com/goudenhoorn/71dirk.html, as well as I. Polemis, Ἰωάννης Καρπάθου καὶ 
Ψευδο-Διονύσιος Ἀρεοπαγίτης, in: Alexiadis, Κάρπαθος και Λαογραφία (cited n. *), 
771-774 in favour of the older dating to the seventh century. See also the next footnote.
3 See M. Geerard, Clavis Patrum Graecorum ΙΙΙ (Corpus Christianorum). Turnhout 1979 
(henceforth CPG), no. 7855, PG 85, 1837-1860, and no. 7856, D. Balfour, A Supplement 
to the Philokalia. The Second Century of Saint John of Karpathos. First Critical Edition 
in collaboration with M. Cunningham (The Archbishop Iakovos Library of Ecclesiastical 
and Historical Sources, 16). Brookline, MA 1994 respectively. An edition of both works 
is found in the unpublished dissertation of D. Ossieur, Tekstuitgave van de capita para-
klètika en de capita askètika van Johannes Carpathius, met inleiding en tekstkritische 
Parekbolai 6 (2016) 131-143 http://ejournals.lib.auth.gr/parekbolai
https://doi.org/10.26262/par.v6i0.5328
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manuscript tradition also transmits compilations from the works in question. 
Notably, the mid-fifteenth century codex Vind. theol. gr. 324 (ff. 202-210),4 con-
tains selections from two series of chapters, one of which comprised sixty seven 
chapters and the other eighty eight. These series were compilations from both 
genuine works by John. Furthermore, two other works are attributed to John in 
the manuscripts: the unedited Διηγήσεις on the lives of recluse monks (Narratio-
nes variae de vitis anachoretarum), and the similarly unedited florilegium Περὶ 
τῆς ἁγίας κοινωνήσεως (Florilegium de sacra eucharistia et de communione).5 
With regard to the former work, which comes under John’s name in codex Paris. 
gr. 890 of the eleventh century (ff. 17-65), in 1911 P. V. Nikitin argued that it is 
spurious;6 however, as noted by H.-G. Beck, further study of the issue is neces-
sary.7 In the present study, I will present a number of conclusions drawn from 
my research into the latter work. 
The florilegium Περὶ τῆς ἁγίας κοινωνήσεως is a collection of excerpts from 
a number of Church Fathers on the issues of the Holy Mass and the Holy Com-
munion. It was G. Schalkhausser in 19078 and M.-Th. Disdier in 1932,9 who 
hypothesized that this was an extract from a work on the Holy Communion by 
John Oxeites, former patriarch of Antioch John IV (ca. 1089–1100), who be-
came a monk on the island of Oxeia in the Propontis. In codex ΕΒΕ 496 of the 
National Library of Greece, this work bears the title: Ὑπόθεσις <περὶ> τῶν θείων 
aantekeningen. Gent 1973. In the ninth century Patriarch Photios mentioned the former 
work; see R. Henry (ed.), Photius, Bibliothèque III. Paris 1962, 101: cod. 201, 163 b 30-33. 
On the genre of Chapters (capita), see P. Géhin, Les collections de kephalaia monastiques: 
naissance et succès d’un genre entre création originale, plagiat et florilège, and P. Van 
Deun, Exploration du genre byzantin des kephalaia: la collection attribuée à Théognoste, 
in: A. Rigo in collaboration with P. Ermilov and M. Trizio (eds.), Theologica minora. 
The Minor Genres of Byzantine Theological Literature (ΒΥΖΑΝΤΙΟΣ. Studies in Byzan-
tine History and Civilization, 8). Turnhout 2013, 1-50 and 51-66 respectively; see esp. the 
Index ibid. for scattered, passing references to John of Karpathos.
4 On this paper codex (ff. 314), see H. Hunger – W. Lackner with the collaboration of C. 
Hannick, Katalog der griechischen Handschriften der Österreichischen Nationalbiblio-
thek, Teil 3/3. Codices Theologici 201-337. Vienna 1992, 436-447.
5 See CPG 7858 and 7859 respectively.
6 P. V. Nikitin, John of Karpathos and the Paterika (in Russian). Bulletin de l’Académie 
impériale des sciences de St. Pétersbourg 1911, 615-636; cf. BZ 20 (1911) 582-583.
7 Beck, Kirche (cited n. 2), 452.
8 G. Schalkhausser, Zu den Schriften des Makarios von Magnesia. Leipzig 1907, 9 n. 1.
9 M.-Th. Disdier, Jean de Carpathos: l’homme, l’œuvre, la doctrine spirituelle. ÉO 31 
(1932) 284-303 and 39 (1940-1942) 290-311; on the florilegium, see ibid., esp. 31 (1932) 
302-303 (henceforth the reference Disdier, Jean de Carpathos, will concern this first 
part of the study).
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καὶ ἀχράντων μυστηρίων τοῦ ζωοποιοῦ σώματος καὶ αἵματος τοῦ Κυρίου ἡμῶν 
Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ ... (Tractatus de sacra eucharistia).10 It would seem that the Cla-
vis Patrum Graecorum included the florilegium in question among the spuria of 
John of Karpathos on the basis of these hypotheses.11 
In particular, Disdier presented a first study of the florilegium using only 
one codex, Marc. gr. 503. He considered the attribution to John false beyond 
doubt, as he justifiably wondered how John could have placed himself among 
the Fathers and be designated as a saint in the florilegium (f. 95v τοῦ ἁγίου Ἰω-
άννου τοῦ Καρπαθίου). He agreed with Schalkhausser’s hypothesis concerning 
the possible provenance of the florilegium from the work of Oxeites and noted 
that in the manuscripts of the latter (of which he only mentioned two, that is 
codices Paris. gr. 901 of the 14th century, f. 233v, and Paris. Coisl. 112 of the year 
1329, f. 450v) there is a passage of Karpathios with the inc. Ὡς ἐπὶ τὸ πλεῖστον 
ἐν τῷ καιρῷ τῶν ἑορτῶν καὶ τῶν συνάξεων. This is identical to chapter 18 of 
the Παρακλητικὰ Κεφάλαια (= ch. Ι, 18) and is followed by the name of John of 
Bostra and the passage relevant to him, as it occurs in the Marcianus (see also 
below). He also made the remark that the authors quoted by Oxeites in codices 
Vind. theol. gr. 276 (second half of the 13th cent.) and Coisl. 112 are the same as 
those occurring in the Marcianus, and pointed out the need to collate the texts 
of the florilegia in question.12 He also considered it probable that the title Περὶ 
τῆς ἁγίας κοινωνήσεως was merely the title of Karpathios’ ch. I, 18, a chapter 
which the Marcianus supposedly omitted. It should be mentioned here that the 
subject of the chapter in question is the demonic influence on the monks who 
prepare to take communion, especially on feast days.
Since Disdier’s times, Karpathios’ Second Century of chapters has been criti-
cally edited (publ. 1994). Unfortunately, however, the florilegia of both the Mar-
cianus and of Oxeites remain unpublished, while the latter has not been studied 
10 On this work, see J. Darrouzès, Notes d’épistolographie et d’histoire des textes. RÉB 12 
(1954) 176-186, esp. “3. Le florilège de Jean l’Oxite”, 180-181, and especially M. Richard, 
Florilèges spirituels grecs. DS 5 (1962), col. 475-512, esp. “4. Les florilèges de Jean l’Oxite”, 
504-505; repr. in: M. Richard, Opera minora I. Turnhout – Leuven 1976, no. 1. Cf. A. 
Alexakis, Byzantine Florilegia, in: K. Parry (ed.), The Wiley Blackwell Companion to 
Patristics. Chichester, West Sussex 2015, 15-50, esp. 27.
11 See above, n. 5.
12 The reference to the Viennese codex 276 should be checked, since, according to the cata-
logue, the manuscript does not contain the third part of Oxeites’ Ἐκλογὴ κεφαλαίων, 
which is what interested Disdier; see Hunger, Katalog (cited n. 4), 254-256, ff. 1r-136v. 
It appears that Karpathios is first mentioned in the second part of the florilegium (Περὶ 
εὐχῆς καὶ ψαλμῳδίας), at f. 94r.
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in detail.13 In addition, to my knowledge, no other special study of the florilegium 
On the Holy Communion exists apart from Disdier’s, to which one should add 
M. Richard’s contribution on Oxeites’ florilegia in the framework of his famous 
lemma on Byzantine florilegia in the Dictionnaire de Spiritualité.14 A brief com-
mentary on the florilegium in question is found in A. Binggeli’s unpublished 
dissertation.15
In the following, the three manuscripts that, according to previous scholarship, 
contain the florilegium On the Holy Communion will be examined first:
A) The aforementioned florilegium of Marc. gr. 503 (coll. 556) of the beginning 
of the fourteenth century (paper, 120 ff., of which ff. 92-93 are of parchment)16 
was the only one known to Disdier. The florilegium On the Holy Communion is 
contained on ff. 84v-96v of the manuscript. It begins without a title, or even a 
change of line, which would distinguish it from the preceding text. Ε. Mioni de-
scribed in detail, even if with some oversights, the contents of these leaves. The 
name of Karpathios appears on ff. 84v and 95v (95r according to Mioni), that is 
first of all, and again towards the end of the collection.
In particular, the florilegium begins as follows: ff. 84v-85r Τοῦ ἁγίου Ἰωάν-
νου τοῦ Καρπαθίας (sic) περὶ τῆς ἁγίας κοινωνίσεως (sic; wrongly κοινωνίας in 
Mioni’s description), inc. Ἰωάννης ὁ Βοστρινὸς ἀνὴρ ἅγιος καὶ ἐξουσίαν ἔχων 
κατὰ πνευμάτων ἀκαθάρτων. The text on John of Bostra is close to the relevant 
narration edited by F. Nau,17 but it is a quite different version (“recensio satis 
diversa” according to the catalogue). Then Mioni notes, partly erroneously: “(f. 
85r-v) narratiunculae duae de ab(bate) Daniele (prior apud Nau, op. cit., 70)”. 
In reality, my examination of the manuscript revealed that there is only one nar-
ration, which concerns the magician Daniel the Jew, not a monk. It is a different 
13 A dissertation on Oxeites, which to my knowledge was in progress at Oxford University, 
has not been submitted.
14 Richard, Florilèges (cited n. 10), 504-505.
15 A. Binggeli, Anastase le Sinaïte. Récits sur le Sinaï et Récits utiles à l’âme. Édition, tra-
duction, commentaire. Paris 2001 (unpublished dissertation), 154-155. I consulted the 
dissertation on microfiche available at the École Française d’ Athènes. 
16 Ε. Mioni, Bibliothecae Divi Marci Venetiarum codices graeci manuscripti, Volumen II. 
Thesaurus antiquus. Codices 300-625. Rome 1985, 344-347. I am grateful to the Depart-
ment of Manuscripts of the Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana for providing me with digital 
reproductions of this manuscript as well as of Marc. gr. II 66, which will be examined 
below. The Vatican manuscript was consulted on a microfilm kept at the National Library 
of Greece.
17 F. Nau, Le texte grec des récits utiles à l’ âme d’Anastase (le Sinaïte). OrChrist 3 (1903) 
56-90, esp. 78-79. Cf. below, nn. 24 and 27.
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version of the relevant narration edited by Nau.18 What follows (f. 85r-v) is not a 
second narration on the same person, but Karpathios’ ch. I, 18 without a lemma. 
Consequently, Disdier’s observation that the chapter in question is absent from 
the florilegium is not valid. This chapter is also present in the related manuscripts, 
which will be referred to below.19
Moreover, according to Mioni, on ff. 92v-96v occur “apophthegmata alia ... 
Citantur etiam …  f. 95r Iohannes Carpathius”, without a reference to a particular 
text. My examination of the manuscript showed that on f. 95v the following text is 
present: Τοῦ ἁγίου Ἰωάννου τοῦ Καρπαθίου: Μηδέποτε ἀποδέχου τὸν ἐν ὑποταγῇ 
σου λέγοντά σοι· παράσχου μοι ἐξουσίαν χρόνον τινὰ πρὸς ἀρετὴν τόδε ἢ τόδε 
τὸ πρᾶγμα δοκιμάσαι καὶ οὕτως κατορθῶσαι· ὁ γὰρ δὴ οὕτως λέγων, δῆλον ὅτι 
τὸ ἴδιον ἐπιτελεῖ θέλημα καὶ τῆς βελτίστης ὑποταγῆς τὰς συνθήκας ἀθετεῖ. This 
is, despite minor changes, Karpathios’ genuine ch. I, 32 (PG 85, 1844), a chapter 
which does not occur in the next two manuscripts examined below.
The florilegium of Marc. gr. 503 overlaps, to a significant degree, the florile-
gia of two other codices, Vat. gr. 840 and Marc. gr. II 66, a relationship noted in 
principle by Mioni.20 Those manuscripts were unknown to Disdier, while Richard 
knew only of Marc. gr. II 66, and CPG of the Vaticanus. 
B) Vat. gr. 840, also of the fourteenth century (paper, ff. 246),21 contains on 
its ff. 157r-174r a florilegium entitled Τοῦ ἁγίου Ἰωάννου τοῦ Καρπαθίου, ἀρχὴ 
τῶν περὶ τῆς ἁγίας κοινωνίας κεφαλαίων. It ensues that the whole of the florile-
gium On the Holy Communion is attributed to John. On f. 157r-v, immediately 
following the title, the two narrations on John of Bostra and the magician Daniel 
are written without a separate indication of authorship. Then, on f. 157v, a text 
entitled Τοῦ αὐτοῦ ἁγίου Ἰωάννου τοῦ Καρπαθίου, inc. Ὡς ἐπὶ τὸ πλεῖστον ἐν 
τῷ καιρῷ, namely the genuine chapter Ι, 18 is found. Let it be noted that in the 
catalogue by R. Devreesse only the beginning of the text on John Bostrenus is 
mentioned, without a reference to the existence of the other two texts.22
In light of the above, the scribe of the Vatican codex appears convinced that 
the compilator of the florilegium and the author of the third text are the same, 
18 Nau, Anastase (le Sinaïte) (cited n. 17), 70. Cf. below, nn. 24 and 27.
19 Binggeli, Anastase le Sinaïte (cited n. 15), 155, correctly mentions the presence of this 
chapter of Karpathios in the florilegium of the Marcianus as well as in that of the Vati-
canus, which will be examined below; however, he neither mentions the folios nor the 
order in which the chapter appears in relation to the two narrations.
20 Mioni, Thesaurus antiquus. Codices 300-625 (cited n. 16), 345.
21 R. Devreesse, Codices Vaticani graeci, Tomus III. Codices 604-866. Vatican City 1950, 
388-395.
22 See Devreesse, Codices 604-866 (cited n. 21), 390.
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John Karpathios, without however necessarily attributing to him the two nar-
rations. Moreover, the order and content of these three texts at the beginning of 
the florilegium are the same as in Marc. gr. 503, except for the clear attribution 
of ch. I, 18 to Karpathios.
C) In the later codex Marc. gr. II 66 (coll. 1452), of the seventeenth century 
(paper, ff. 146), the florilegium on ff. 1r-46r is entitled Περὶ τῆς ἁγίας μεταλήψεως 
καὶ τῶν θείων μυστηρίων, while it is not attributed to Karpathios. Mioni offers 
a detailed list of its contents, although without identifying certain of its texts.23 
The order of the texts differs considerably from the previous manuscripts. Of 
interest here are the following passages: 
ff. 1v-2v without indication of author: “narratiunculae duae, de Daniele Iu-
daeo et de Johanne Bostreno”. These are the same narrations that occur in the 
previous codices, albeit in reverse order and with a tampered beginning of the 
narration on John Bostrenus; in addition, the text of the latter narration contains 
certain errors (inc. Ἄλλος Χριστοῦ θεράπων, ἔχων ἐξουσίαν κατὰ πνευμάτων 
πονηρῶν, ἦν δὲ οὗτος Ἰωάννης ὁ Βοστρηνᾶς). Also, the texts in question do not 
occur at the very beginning of the florilegium, but follow two other narrations. 
f. 17v John Karpathios’ “Admonitiones”, inc. Ὥσπερ ἐπὶ τὸ πλεῖστον ἐν τῷ 
καιρῷ = ch. I, 18 (unidentified in Mioni’s catalogue). In the left-hand margin the 
scribe gives the indication καρπαθίου. It emerges that this passage occurs in a 
completely different position from the two previous codices. 
Given the altered beginning and the textual errors of the narration on 
Bostrenus as well as the late date of the codex, it could be surmised that we are 
presented with a later version of the florilegium; nevertheless, the correct, as will 
be shown below, dissociation of the narrations from Karpathios is significant. 
In order to be able to draw definitive results, however, the text of the florilegium 
must be studied in its totality.
Concerning the two aforementioned narrations, which in both Marc. gr. 503 
and the Vaticanus are connected to the genuine passage of John, the following 
should be noted. Nau edited a lengthier version of the two narrations in the 
framework of his edition of the narrations of the monk Anastasios. In his list, 
the narration on Daniel the Jew is numbered as no. 50 (L, p. 70) and the one on 
John Bostrenus as no. 53 (LIII, pp. 78-79). Their text comes from codex Paris. 
gr. 1596 of the eleventh century.24 According to P. Canart’s subsequent research 
23 See Ε. Mioni, Bibliothecae Divi Marci Venetiarum codices graeci manuscripti, Volumen 
I. Codices in classes a prima usque ad quintam inclusi. Pars prior. Classis I – Classis II, 
Codd. 1-120. Rome 1967, 187-190 on the manuscript and esp. 187-189 on the florilegium.
24 See the introduction by Nau, Anastase (le Sinaïte) (cited n. 17), 56-60, on the edition of 
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on the basis of codex Vat. gr. 2592, also of the eleventh century, the narrations 
that concern us belong to two different collections of narrations, which bear the 
name of the monk Anastasios and were written by the same author of Cypriot 
descent in the second half of the seventh century: the collection containing Nau’s 
narrations nos. 42-51 (preface and nine narrations) and a collection containing 
eighteen narrations, in which no. 53 appears as the eleventh.25 Finally, in his rela-
tively recent dissertation, A. Binggeli argued convincingly that the author of the 
narrations, the monk Anastasios, is indeed Anastasios of Sinai, the well-known 
author of Ὁδηγός, and that the narrations of interest here belong to the second 
of two (not three) collections of narrations by Anastasios (ΙΙ 16 on Daniel and ΙΙ 
20 on Bostrenus).26 Consequently, neither narration in the form edited by Nau 
was composed by John Karpathios, despite the temporal proximity to him.
Nevertheless, the version of the two narrations in the florilegium attributed 
to Karpathios differs significantly from the one edited by Nau. Thus, in the BHG 
(Νovum Αuctarium) they are given a separate numbering, while in the follow-
ing they will be referred to as 50a (Daniel) and 53a (Bostrenus).27 The florile-
narrations nos. 42-59; the numbering continues that of other narrations under the name 
of the monk Anastasios, which had previously been edited by F. Nau, Le texte grec des 
récits du moine Anastase sur les saints Pères du Sinai. OrChrist 2 (1902) 58-89, esp. 60-
87. See also CPG 7758 (Narrationes) Α. In the Bibliotheca Hagiographica Graeca Nau’s 
versions are numbered as follows: narration no. 53 = BHG 1444w (Narrationes 5aw: De 
responsis daemonum, anonymous), while on narration no. 50 see BHG 1448q (Patrum 
vitae 9c = Narrationes a. Anastasio monacho, ed. Nau, Anastase [le Sinaïte] [cited n. 17], 
61-77, nos. 42-52).
25 P. Canart, Une nouvelle anthologie monastique: le Vaticanus graecus 2592. Le Muséon 75 
(1962) 109-120, and Id., Nouveaux récits du moine Anastase, in: Actes du XIIe Congrès 
international d’Études byzantines. Ochride 10-16 septembre 1961. Belgrade 1964, ΙΙ, 
263-271 with previous bibliography. See CPG 7758 (Narrationes) B.8 on narration no. 
50, and C.11 on narration no. 53, on the basis of the evidence provided by Canart.
26 Binggeli, Anastase le Sinaïte (cited n. 15). The dissertation commendably contains the 
re-edition or first edition of all of Anastasios’ narrations; see esp. 238 on ΙΙ 16, and 249-
250 on ΙΙ 20, with French translation and commentary at 553 and 564-565 respectively. 
The BHG numbers of the narrations appear to have been somewhat confused, however 
(ibid., 291); on the correct numbers, see here, nn. 24 and 27.
27 On these versions, see Α) no. 50a = BHG (Νovum Αuctarium) 1444vd (Patrum Vitae 
5avd = De presbytero mago [a. Ioanne Carpathio vel Anastasio]), and Β) no. 53a = BHG 
(Νovum Αuctarium) 1448ca (Patrum Vitae 8ca) (De Ioanne Bostrensi et eucharistia), inc. 
a) in Marc. gr. 503 and Vat. gr. 840, and inc. b) in Marc. gr. II 66. Narration 50a is edited 
with few variations in Binggeli, Anastase le Sinaïte (cited n. 15), 287 as ΙΙ 16bis, while 
the version of no. 53 which is edited ibid., 287-288 as ΙΙ 20bis, differs substantially from 
53a.
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gium texts constitute a simplified and shortened version, and occasionally (in 
case of narration 53a) a less comprehensible one than those of the Nau edition. 
For instance, in no. 53a in place of ἡνίκα μόνον τοῦ ῥήματος ἤρξατο, the Nau 
version reads: Εἶτα θελήσαντος αὐτοῦ ἐρωτῆσαι περὶ τοῦ Ἀναστήτω ὁ Θεὸς καὶ 
διασκορπισθήτωσαν οἱ ἐχθροὶ αὐτοῦ, ἡνίκα τοῦ ῥήματος ἤρξατο, ... Thus, the 
florilegium version is later than the Nau version and, since the latter dates from 
the second half of the seventh century, the later one cannot be attributed to John 
Karpathios due to temporal restrictions.28
As far as the dating of the florilegium is concerned, the necessity to check 
the dates of the Fathers anthologized is self-evident, although the issue has not 
been examined as yet. The majority of the authors belongs to the Early Byzantine 
period up to the seventh century. In particular, in Marc. gr. 503, apart from Kar-
pathios, use is made of Athanasios of Alexandria, Ephrem the Syrian, Gregory 
of Nazianzos, John Chrysostom, Makarios Magnes, Isidore of Pelusium, Ps.-
Denys the Areopagite, Anastasios I of Antioch, Maximos the Confessor, as well 
as various abbas and saints, to whom sayings are attributed (e.g. Poemen, Isaiah, 
Kassian). Extracts from anonymous texts are also included, among which is one 
from the Life of St Luke the Younger (BHG 994b), who died in 953; this work 
dates from after 961 and probably from the reign of Basil II, that is prior to 1025 
at the latest. In his brief description of the contents of the Marcianus, Disdier does 
not mention the Life of Luke. However, the fragment occurs in all three manu-
scripts examined here (see Marc. gr. 503, f. 89r-v; Vat. gr. 840, f. 170r-v; Marc. 
gr. II 66, f. 30r) and appears to be the youngest text included in the florilegium 
in all of its various versions. In his description of Marc. gr. 503, Mioni notes the 
existence of a passage from Symeon the New Theologian, who died in 1022; it is 
ch. 132 from his Κεφάλαια πρακτικὰ καὶ θεολογικὰ ρμε´.29 Nonetheless, in the 
manuscript (f. 89r) Symeon’s name is not mentioned, but it is noted instead: Ἐκ 
τῶν νουθεσιῶν τῶν ἁγίων γερόντων. This observation is also valid for the other 
28 According to Bingelli, no. 50a (= ΙΙ 16bis; see previous note) is also a probable work 
of Anastasios Sinaites. On the authorship of the narrations with the indication bis, see 
Binggeli, Anastase le Sinaïte (cited n. 15), 8-9; also ibid., 153 and 284 on a short text on 
the Holy Communion, whose part are the two narrations, as well as on its older editions. 
Moreover, see the latest edition of versions ΙΙ 16bis and 20bis by M. Richard – J. A. Mu-
nitiz, Anastasii Sinaitae Quaestiones et responsiones (CCSG, 59). Turnhout – Leuven 
2006, 182-183 (= Appendix 10a, ll. 55-61 and 62-77 respectively); English translation by 
J. A. Munitiz, Anastasios of Sinai, Questions and Answers. Introduction, Translation 
and Notes (Corpus Christianorum in Translation, 7). Turnhout 2011, 151, paragraphs 7-8; 
see also ibid., 9-11 on the author.
29 See PG 120, 673ΑΒ.
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two manuscripts (Vat. gr. 840, ff. 165v-166r ἐκ τῶν ἁγίων γερόντων; Marc. gr. II 
66, f. 21v). In addition, the Vaticanus and Marc. gr. II 66 contain a fragment from 
the Life of St Matrona by Symeon Metaphrastes of the end of the tenth century 
(see ff. 170r and 30r-v respectively).30 Of the passages mentioned, that from the 
Life of St Luke, which is found in all three manuscripts and for which there is 
no indication that it was a later addition, provides the terminus post quem for 
the creation of the florilegium, thus definitely excluding its compilation by John 
Karpathios. The passage from the Life of St Matrona confirms this terminus for 
the two other versions of the florilegium.
The next issue to be examined concerns the presence of John Karpathios in the 
unpublished florilegia of John Oxeites. It is known that Oxeites composed two 
florilegia, the aforementioned one on the Holy Communion (henceforth called 
Ὑπόθεσις) and a more extensive one entitled Ἐκλογὴ κεφαλαίων ἀθροισθέντων 
ἐκ διαφόρων βιβλίων ... (Eclogae asceticae). The latter is divided into three parts, 
of which the third also concerns the Holy Communion and overlaps the former 
florilegium almost entirely.31 Several manuscripts transmit these florilegia, as 
shown by Richard.32 Moreover, the same scholar pointed out that Marc. gr. 503 
contains extracts (“extraits”) from the Ὑπόθεσις.33 He was also aware of Marc. 
gr. II 66 as a possible witness to the third part (on the Holy Communion) of Ox-
eites’ Ἐκλογὴ κεφαλαίων.34 On the contrary, he did not mention the Vaticanus. 
Among Oxeites’ manuscripts of the Ὑπόθεσις listed by Richard, three are kept 
in the National Library of Greece, where I consulted them. They are the following:
a) ΕΒΕ 496, 14th c., ff. 334v-354r. See esp. f. 336r-v for John of Karpathos’ 
ch. Ι, 18, which is accompanied in the right-hand margin of f. 336r by the note: 
Τοῦ ἁγίου Ἰωάννου τοῦ Καρπαθίου, and ff. 336v-337r for narrations 53a και 50a. 
On f. 351r the passage from the Life of St Matrona appears, and immediately 
afterwards, on f. 351r-v, the passage from the Life of St Luke the Younger, which 
were commented on above. 
b) ΕΒΕ 233, 15th c., ff. 114r-124r. See esp. f. 115r for John of Karpathos’ ch. Ι, 
18, with the indication Τοῦ ἁγίου Ἰωάννου Καρπαθίας (sic, as in Marc. gr. 503), 
30 See Acta Sanctorum Nov. III (1910) 815DE. The passage in question is not identified in 
the description of the Vaticanus, whereas in that of the Marcianus reference is given to 
the Synagoge by Paul of Evergetis. The passage differs from that of Metaphrastes in its 
introductory part. 
31 Richard, Florilèges (cited n. 10), 504-505; cf. Alexakis, Byzantine Florilegia (cited n. 
10), 27.
32 Richard, Florilèges (cited n. 10), 505.
33 Richard, Florilèges (cited n. 10), 505.
34 Cf. Richard, Florilèges (cited n. 10), 505: “ch. 3?”.
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as well as for narrations 53a and 50a. On f. 122r the passage from the Life of St 
Matrona appears, followed on f. 122r-v by the passage from the Life of St Luke 
the Younger.
In both these manuscripts, which have the same content, John of Karpathos’ 
genuine chapter is followed by the two narrations, which are not attributed ex-
pressis verbis to him (e.g. with an indication τοῦ αὐτοῦ) or to any other author. 
On the contrary, in the florilegia of the Vaticanus and of Marc. gr. 503 examined 
above, the chapter in question follows the two narrations. It is also noteworthy 
that in Oxeites’ manuscripts John’s chapter is found in the initial folia, but not at 
the very beginning of the work, which is the case with the florilegia of the Vati-
canus and the Marcianus. (Incidentally, it should be remembered that the critical 
edition of Oxeites’ work will show whether the reference to John of Karpathos’ 
sainthood is genuine, thus going back to the eleventh century). 
c) A related manuscript is ΕΒΕ 350, 14th c., ff. 116v-130r, which, according 
to Richard, contains an abbreviated version (“abrégé”) of Oxeites.35 Once again, 
and quite early, the florilegium contains the following texts: on f. 117v John of 
Karpathos’ ch. Ι, 18, and on ff. 117v-118r narrations 53a and 50a, that is in the 
same order as in the previous two manuscripts. 
Binggeli, who studied codex Vat. gr. 790 of the fourteenth/fifteenth century, 
which contains extracts from Oxeites’ Ἐκλογὴ κεφαλαίων, also ascertained that 
on ff. 41-44 narrations 50 and 53 are found in the form ΙΙ 16bis and 20bis respec-
tively.36 I would stress, however, that the Athenian manuscripts of the Ὑπόθεσις 
contain the two narrations in the form 50a and 53a, as is also the case with the 
two Marciani and Vaticanus gr. 840 examined above.37
A first cross-examination of the contents of the two Marciani and the Vati-
canus with Athenienses ΕΒΕ 496 and 233 has made it clear that the Vaticanus is 
the closest to the Athenian manuscripts, which it overlaps to a very large extent 
as far as the contents and the order of the passages are concerned. The peculiar-
ity of the Vatican florilegium lies in that it begins with the two narrations and 
Karpathios’ chapter, while the passages that precede Karpathios in Oxeites’ work 
are either moved to another place (partly immediately after Karpathios and partly 
35 Oxeites’ text is preceded (ff. 113r-116v) by another text on the Holy Communion: Περὶ 
τοῦ μὴ τολμᾶν τινὰ μεταλαμβάνειν ἀναξίως τῶν θείων μυστηρίων. This is the fifth chapter 
of the so-called Florilegium patristicum tit. XΙV distributum, which has been transferred 
after the fourteenth chapter of this work, as rightly noted by Richard, Florilèges (cited 
n. 10), 506.
36 On these versions, see above, n. 27.
37 Despite the assertion to the contrary in Binggeli, Anastase le Sinaïte (cited n. 15), 154-
155.
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at the end of the florilegium) or are omitted, with certain other passages being 
added at the end. Therefore, apart from few changes to the content and the or-
der of the passages, this florilegium transmits Oxeites’ text. The florilegium of 
Marc. gr. 503 is more distant. Although it begins as does the Vatican florilegium 
and preserves several of Oxeites’ passages, it omits several others while adding 
new ones. Finally, Marc. gr. II 66 overlaps extensively the Athenian manuscripts, 
although with deviations as to the order of the passages; it too omits certain pas-
sages and new ones are added.
We may recapitulate the results of the present study of the three manuscripts al-
legedly containing the florilegium as follows. To begin with, the title of the flori-
legium in Vat. gr. 840 is not Περὶ τῆς ἁγίας κοινωνήσεως, as provided by Marc. 
gr. 503 and repeated by Disdier, but Περὶ τῆς ἁγίας κοινωνίας (it is noteworthy 
that the meaning of “Holy Communion” is not attested in the case of the exist-
ing word κοινώνησις)38. Furthermore, in the Vaticanus the whole florilegium is 
attributed to John of Karpathos, and this is also probably true for Marc. gr. 503. 
However, the examination of the texts quoted from the point of view of their 
dating has led anew to the rejection of the attribution of the florilegium to Kar-
pathios. It was also possible to establish the presence and placement of John’s 
passages in the three manuscripts. The contents of the florilegium On the Holy 
Communion are not identical in the various manuscripts, despite their extensive 
overlap. In addition, the order of the passages varies, an observation also valid 
for the order of the two narrations of Anastasios of Sinai and John’s ch. I, 18. It 
was established that all three alleged manuscripts of the florilegium belong to the 
manuscript tradition of the florilegia on the Holy Communion by John Oxeites, 
thus confirming the older hypothesis concerning the derivation of the florile-
gium. Although the study of the exact relationship of these manuscripts with the 
manuscripts of Oxeites and with each other lies beyond the scope of the present 
paper, it has been made clear that the three manuscripts transmit different, closer 
or more distant versions of Oxeites’ Ὑπόθεσις, and that one may not speak of the 
same florilegium in all three.
Chapter I, 18 is the only passage from a genuine work of John of Karpathos 
to be included in all of the examined versions of the florilegium, having been 
derived from Oxeites’ florilegium, while the florilegium of Marc. gr. 503 also 
includes another genuine passage of Karpathios (ch. I, 32). Regarding the two 
38 “Gemeinsamkeit, Partnerschaft” according to E. Trapp et al., Lexikon zur byzantini-
schen Gräzität, besonders des 9.-12. Jahrhunderts, I. A-K, II. Λ-ταριχευτικός (ÖAW 
Denkschriften, 238, 250, 276, 293, 326, 352, 417 = Veröffentlichungen der Kommission 
für Byzantinistik, VI.1-7), Vienna 1994-2011.
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narrations by Anastasios, the collation of their text as handed down to us in the 
florilegium On the Holy Communion with the respective text in the Athenian 
manuscripts of Oxeites’ Ὑπόθεσις has showed that they are identical versions. 
The possibility that John composed these versions of Anastasios’ narrations has 
been rejected. One may wonder whether these were included among the still 
unpublished narrations on the life of recluse monks attributed to John. In such 
a case, the compilator would have included pre-existing narrations in his work, 
a hypothesis, however, which cannot be proved until this collection of narrations 
has been studied thoroughly.
Regarding the reason for which the florilegium was attributed as a whole to 
John, one may refer to Disdier’s suspicion, despite its being based on an erroneous 
assumption, as mentioned above, that the florilegium of Marc. gr. 503 copied the 
title of ch. I, 18 from Oxeites’ florilegium, but omitted John’s text with the result 
that only his name remained at its beginning.39 Binggeli also speaks of a probable 
accident in the transmission of the narrations in Marc. gr. 503 and in the Vatica-
nus.40 Given that the florilegia of both these manuscripts and of Oxeites’ Ὑπόθεσις 
include this genuine chapter of John’s, I would suggest that it was probably the 
change of order of the passages between the manuscripts of Oxeites’ Ὑπόθεσις on 
the one hand and its versions under discussion on the other, as described above, 
that at some point led to the mistaken attribution of the florilegium to John of 
Karpathos. Furthermore, the absence of an authorial attribution for the versions 
of the two narrations by Anastasios occurring in Oxeites’ manuscripts appears 
to have intensified the confusion of the compilator(s) of the Vatican and the Ve-
netian florilegia, where the narrations, instead of following John’s chapter, were 
moved in-between the title containing the attribution to John and his chapter.
Finally, it should be noted that to the extent that the passages of the flori-
legium Περὶ τῆς ἁγίας κοινωνίας can be identified with the respective ones of 
Oxeites’ Ὑπόθεσις without significant textual differences, it is not necessary to 
produce a full, separate edition of the various versions of the florilegium under 
discussion. These versions could form part, perhaps as an appendix or an ap-
paratus, of a future critical edition of Oxeites’ florilegium, from which they were 
originally derived.
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Abstract
This paper focusses on an unedited florilegium on the Holy Communion which 
is attributed in certain manuscripts to the ascetic author John of Karpathos. Past 
scholarship had suggested and/or argued that this is a pseudonymous work deri-
ved from the respective florilegia of John Oxeites. The comparative examination 
of the three manuscripts allegedly containing the florilegium, as well as of certain 
Athenian manuscripts of Oxeites’ Hypothesis has led to a number of observati-
ons on the florilegium, including the confirmation of the older hypotheses with 
fresh evidence. It has also allowed the determination of the exact presence and 
placement of Karpathios’ passage(s) in what prove to be distinct versions of the 
florilegium and, at the same time, of Oxeites’ work.

